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ABSTRACT

This report present resultslof the evaluation of Alistira Independent

-School District's 1974-75 Title
1,

program for providing supplemeptal
services to educationally deprivEd students.1Special reading instruction and

support services were provided to itudynts in sixteen elementary schttols.
Twelve of these schools comprised a component in which instruction waS
provided through reading labor4orles; the other. four schools were
involved in a classroom -based program in which special assistance was
provided to teachers in regular classrooms; a third program component

was a special program designed to improve the vocabulary and general
language skills pf children in.neighbor4diods served by four Tile I schools.

Major 'cognitive objec4ves for the.program(i.e., improved reading
achievement) were achieved in both elementary componentS for kinderga rten,
second, third,and fourth grade students, but not for first grade
students. Although.the conclusion must remain tentative until long-
range studies of achievement galas can be 'completed, it does appear
that over the short range-observed this year, both ,tike reading lab
_and the classroom based programs were effective at improving reading
achievement. The pre-school program appeared tobs affected by
implementation problems such that objectives were clearly met at
two schooli but not at the other two.

Levels of attainment of program objectives in non - cognitive areas
were mixed. -Self concepts of kindergarten' studenti improved slightly,
those of fourth grAde.students were higher this year-than they- were
last year, but self concept test scores of third grade students did
not change significAntly from last year td this year. Attitudes toward
school stowed no signifiant improvement during the school ye&.
Attendanct rater were higher during the Spring of this year than they
had been during the same period.last year, but this change may be due
tok.e lower incidence of late-winter illness and/or a district program
to improve attendance. Teachers' perceptions of appropriateness of
instructiimal materials and parent support for the learning endeavors
of Title I students did not improve from Spring, 1974 to Spring, 1975.'

Although evidence of effectiven ss ofehe Title I program is not yet
conclusive, there were no strong negative indications that the present
reading programs are not working. It is hoped that studies of achieve-
ment gains of Title I students over periods greater than one year'will
provide clearer indications of the effects of the program.

1
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INTRODUCTION

II

DECISIO QUESTIONS

re

In proper context, decision questions are formulated by system and pro-

gram staff, with techilical assistance 'atom evaluation staff, during the

process of planning the implementation of a program. Evaluation serves

the decision- making gradess by prpviding information relating to these

decision questions and making recommendations concerning continuation,

expansion, or modification of the program: Intimate respons?aility.for

A making the decisions rests with the particular system and program staff'

members charged with this responsibility. . . I

The process of farmulatiag and answering decision questions for the AISD

Iltle I Program during the 1974-75 school year was circumscribed by the

fact that approval from the Texas Education Agency for Title I funding

.of an evaluation unit was not obtaided until the sdool year Fad started.

Adding to this original delay the time necessary for interviewing ap-

plicants for the positida of Project Evaluator and the time necessary

for the person selected to assembfe his Support staff,the Title I evaluation

unit was not operational until the beginning of November. Due to this

late start, the 1974-75 Title I evaluation was performed, without the

benefit of a compreheniive, forMal evaluation design in which decision

questions Mould have been spelled out. .1bus the decision questions pre-

sented here are after-the-fact, and probably do not reflect,the full

range of questions which need to be answered. However, even' tilough

the information obtained was less than what would have been obtained

with a full year of local evaluation, such information was obtained

rel'atfng to sOme major decision uestionst These decision questions

and recommendations concerning them are presented in the following

section.

A. Ft..5361-LEVEL 'QUESTIONS _

1. Should the reading lab approa'ch to ramediation of Title I students'

reading deficits be continued as presently impleMented, modified,

or discontinued?

RECOMENDATION: ,

The reading lab approach to remediation of reading deficits
should be continued without major modification.

BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATIOM,
' -

With the exception of first grade, reading objectives for all

grades were met or exceeded. In many cases, gains for Title I

students approached or exceeded one month per month of instruction.

Pending studies of long-term (one schdol year ornlore) gains of

Title I students, it appears on the basis of what is known now,
that the lab approach is successful at improving the reading skills

of Title I students.

27



2. Should the-Communication Skills approach to remediation of Title'

I students! reading,deficits he continued as prestatly implemented,

.,modified, or discontinued?

-RECOMENDATION

The Communication Skills approach to yemediation of reading,
deficits should be.montinued without major modification.

BASIS' FOR RECO!24ENDATION
,

With the exception of first' grade, reading objectives for all
'grades were met or'exceeded., Average gains for students in this
component tended to be about equal No those obtained by students

in the reading'lab component. Classroom observations comparing
Communication Skills classrooms with regular classrooms in the

other Title I schools showed significant and consistent difference

in both teacher:ehd student behaviors lavoring the Communi-

cation Skills classes. Students in Communication Skills class-

rooms were less often inattentive and off task and were more

often on task t4an students in cleSsrooms in the other. Xitle I

schools. Teathers in Communication Skills clasgrooms, spent

wore time with individual students and maintained a more positive
emotional climate 'than teachers- tp the other Title I ichbols.

3. Should the Happy Talk program for improving language development

of pre-school children in Title I areas be continued, modified,

or discontinued?

RECOMMENDATION

If the AISD :Title I program decides to implement pre-school

during the 1975-76 school year, Happy Talk should be one of thdalternaive

programs used. This recommendation is made with the stipulation

that pre-program and in-service _Veining for the project staff be

done more intensively than was the case this years and that pro-

ject implementation be monitored through spot visits-of the project

coordinator and/or evaluation staff to ,the homes of participating

children.

B. PROGRAM LEVEL QUESTIONS

1. Should the Title I program meet additional or different needs from
those now being served?

REcaionzaDATIcin

Strong consideration should be given tooteting additional needs

.in at least three areas: (1) Pre-school education for Title I
children; (2) elementary grade.mathemafics; and (3) expansion.cq
the Title I program into eligible schools which are not currently

receiving Title I services.

3
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4

BASIS FOR-4COMMENDATION

4.

SO.

Pre- school prggrams are consistently' ideiiiified by, parents

and school staff as high priority concerns. In a survey

conducted in Arne, 1975, principal's ofTitle Ilschools ragked
ne-schook programs as the 'highest need.priority. Mathematics

programs for elementary grade students:also sre_consistently
identified as high priorityneeds; rankingsjUst behind pre-
school and elementary reading programs.

Expansion of the programNinto.other.schools should be consideted

. since there are schools presently not receiving Title I services
in which student achievement levels are lower than those in.
.someschools presently receiving Titlel cervices.

2. Should the planner in which Title I'Aides are used be modified?

RECOMMENDATION

Aides should' receive more in-pervice training; if aides need
to be assigned to more than,one teacher, they should be as

to teachers at the same grade level, rather _than to

teachers at different grade levels.
!/

BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION

The need for more in-service training for aides was identified
both by the principals of Title I schools and by the aides.

themselves

In general, aides indicated a prefererice foY assignment to a

single teacher. Those who had been assigned to teachers at

different ,grade levels indicated preferences'for assignments.
Ito teachers at the.same level.

4 9
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PROGRAM DESCRIPTION

The.ESEA Title I Program in the Austin 'Independent School District

is a cantinuingprogram supported' by funds am the Departmeat#of

Health, Education, and Welfare-through t U.S.-Office of Educixion

under the Elementary and Secondary Educat on.Act. Activitied for the

1974-75 school year were funded at a level of $1',061,000 for the regular

A appropriation,-plus $105;000 unspent funds carried over from previous

years,,fora total of $1,166,000 available for supporting programroperation.

The purpose of ZSEA Title I is to.
school

for the special educational

adeds,of educationally disadvantaged children in chool attendance areas

having high concentrations of children from low-income families. Title

I programs are designed to be part of an overall compensatory education

program involving the use of resources from a number of programs and

agencies, and are expressly intended to provide supplemental assistance

over and above.the regular school program.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

I

Partidipation of schdbls ithe Title I program is determined on the
basis of economic and educational deprivation In the spring of

each year, the principal at each elementary and secondary school in AISD

is responsible for completing an economic survey of families whichhave

childreri in his school, reporting the percentage of-families which meet

ithes low-income criteria. When these surveys' are completed, the staff

of the AISD Department of Development Programs compiles thresults, rank-
ing schools from the highestto the-lowest percentage of economic de- 4

privation and calculating the distridt average of percent economic deprivation.

Aay school which his a percentage of economic depriNation which is higher

than the district average is eligible to receive Title I services. Schools

which have a lover concentration of low-income families than the district

average are not eligible and cannot receive Title Iservices.

Within the subgroup of schools which meet the economic ctitetia for Title

I eligibility, it is not necessary that all eligible schools be served;

in fact, federal guidelines for Title I programs are very clear that Title

I services are to be coricentrateein those areas with the greatest'educa-

tional need, rather than spread thinly among all eligible schools. Thus

the selection of the actual schools to be served from among those eligible

is determined on the basis of educational need Criteria. Each,of the

eligible campuses completes an educational survey, reporting the number of

students at each grade level who meet the edugational'need criteria(usdally,

reading one sr more yefrs below grade level)., This information, along

with standardized test results and other available information, is used to

determine the actual campuses aad grade levels which can be served with

the funds that are available. '

Once the actual schools and grade levels to be served have been selected,

the participation of individaal,students id the Citle I program is determined

on the basis of the student's meeting the individual eligihility.requirement
established for his grade level, and the availability of services on the campus.

-10'
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In:keeping with the intent df concentrating services pn those with the

N greatest need it is-set necessary that all eligible children on 'a given

campus receive Title I services. Rather, priority is given to those

students with the greatest educational need, .e.g.., those whose reading

level& are two or more years below grade level are served'before those .

Whose reading levels are one to two years below gade level. There_ are no . . -

economic criteria for eligibility of individual students. That is,,,a

child in'a Title I school who is reading one ormore years below grade

level may receive Title I services, regardless ofyhetherhis family's

income is $2,000 a year Or$20;000 a year. .-

The actual. Title I program as implemented during the 1974-75 school year,wa&

built around.three basic compopeats,,each addressing the basic need of '

improving the basic communication skills of XitleI students. Descriptiod

of theseoomponents are presented below. , 'I I

*.,

"COMPONENT I, COORDLNATION FOR MORE EFFECTIVE LEARNING OF LANGUAGE SKILLS.

This component actually, consisted of three distinct aspects: (1) A

kindergarten program; (2) a reading:program for first through fourth

giacle students; and (3) a support services program. Theseprograms were

run in 12 bf the 16 schools which were served by Title I this year. The

schools involved in this component and the grades served are Indicated

in Table 1.

Description of Specific Programs

Kindergarten. The kindergarten,program emphasized two major,ar eas: Oral' 0*

language "development and basic "concepts development. -Instructional'

concentration for oral language development was provided through the use

of Title I Instructional Aides who assisted classroom teachers through."

individual and small group instruction with special materials designed

to enhance the acquisition of oral langdage. Stress on developmentiof,

basic concepts considered necessary for succestful achievement in tHe first

years of school was -also provided through individual or smalls group activities

involving identified Title I children.

Reading Program. The reading program in this component centered around a
Variety of lab-type apprdaches designed to providediagnosis of specific
reading problems, design appropriate learning experiences, an evaluate

student progress at regular intervals. Childi'en were scheduled iqto the

reading labs in small or large groupt according' to individual needs and

school or personnel limitations. .111A Learning Teacher Coordinator in

charge of the lab wad assigned the responsibility of diagnosing problems

and deve3,oping individual plans for each student as well as providing diiect

instructional services. In many, of the reading labs therewere also special

reading teachers anti resource aides who provided direct:reading instruction.

As.students in the lab Aeaded.less assistance, they were returned,to,the *

regular classroom with continuous follow-up-services provided by the

Learning Teacher Coordinator tb insure that 'the individual 'plans were

implemented.
,

11
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Table 1

X.

V

4

Schools, Grades, and Numbers of 'Studen,ts Served in
coordination for More Effective Learning of Language Skills

. _Component.

) Number of Students Served B rade
Nr

4

rool
Grade
'Served, K .1

!

i 2 3 4 Ungraded
Spec.

Ed.

Taal
..Served

Allison K-4 44 159

1

'123 108 116 '550

Becker K-3 53. 55 96 -86 19
. .

300

aMpball
- ;

.K-4 69 51 7/ 62 66
' 325.

Govalle k-: 84: 101 58 103 .346

MapleWood -3 184 , 184'-

Ma t...ews

7K

K-,..? 1.2 8 14 16

, .

50

eti y

. .

R-4 -76 67 8. 93 94 418

Norrtmn k-3 23 48 '44 , . 151

Oak $pings K-3 64 \ 74. 8' 102 ) 329

Palm .K-4 48, '42 6' .71 60 290,

Rosewood 4

.

53

,

\ 5.3

Sims K-4 17 51 4' '45 31 193'

TOTAL 1 490 b56'. 69 7/30_42,0 184 10 3189'''

4

_

.
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actual remedial and corrective systems employed inthe readiO0abs
-

(-variectitsiderably from school tat school. Some labs Used highly'.
. ,

ptructured, commercially available? programs involving reading machines; .

:Others relied on structured printed material; still'Others used -..-.
..,.,:.

programs" that were`developed locally by Title I and regular schoOl staff. .

More detailed descriptioA of the'reaaing la8s may' be4 tound in AppLdix H.
.

8 .
, °C .

e ,...,
e ,-

'Support
e

Services. Guidance Coun4lors
.
and

-Commudity.

lepresentatives.were
employed to provide support iervicejta this ,instructional component. # 4

Counselors worked througha framewoik 6f-five-basic functions designed
to assist Title I students in CO OevelopAentOf skins necessary fo . .

adequate functioning'in'the saial,,eduFiitional,and vaptignai d Ins:-

' '(1) counseling; (2) consultation; (3) ,coordinaAan; (4) Communica io6.3

0\ and, curriculum. The spa i is activities performed by pounselors.varied
from' campus to campus, wi degrees of,invplvem'ent.with student,t

.,.--/..:parents,'and school sta
-

. - '

,..
... t. , y , . ..

`Community Representativedracted as a liaison between home and school. With
is4istanci from th couhselof, tommunitY Representatikres''worked withparents

of Title 1 children itl; an effort to, enhance parent_Participaiion in and
. .

I

*

t

support of the Title I program.
, .

- . . .

The pattern of Title I staffing for the component and. the estimated cost
are presented in Tables 2-and S. The categorigs for cots presented; in
Table 3 day be explained as follows:.

Teachers - Learning TeaCher'Coordinators areSpecial Reading Tel ers

instructfonal Related Personnel 7 Supervisor of Leatning CoGrdina ors,
Supervisor of InstructionelAides; Eiraluition Staff:. and
Instructional Administrative Clerks./'

. ,

Instructional ides - Self explanatpry
' 4

Pupil ServiCes,Personnel*Counsalors, Community Representatives,

48.
,Sup4visor of Counselors, Commanity Representatives.

4
: . '

. , , '
Materials, Equipment, Supplies.-Consumable/Non=consunable supplies,

audio-visual equipment, books, etc.
,

.

.
: 4

, .

^ Staff Development - Consultant fees for conducting pre-sgrvgce and in-
.

servie workshop*. ----i-

,
.

, ! 4
, A . ( .

..

- Nitcellaneous - PnQting, tiaQel, telephones, etc.

o

4

I

.
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'Table 2

. ;... -
.

. ' ., .

,

TftlfisIStaffing Pattern for Coordination for More Effective Learning of Language Skills

. 4 . .-

111111111W .411101r 411100110-

.

School" -600rdtriator

Learning Reading
Teacher

Tm tructiona
Aide

5

,

Guidance.
Counselors

1

,

.

6Community
RepresentativeR

1 .

.

°

Total
nstructiofial -,/,

Staff

- 8

Total
Suppbrt.
Staff

2 .Allison , 1 "

Becker .--/-- 1* 1 . 2 3
.. 1 1. ,

o
6 .. i

Campbell i 2 . 4 1 1 7 1 2
.

,

Govalle
.

1

.

2, . 4
,

' 0
. -

1 '.
-

, 7.

,

Maplewood - 1 .

-

0 -.1

. . e-....A .

1

,

1
**?

2

.

.

2

Mathews- 1 , . _1
. 0.

.

___

0 2 ' 0

Metz I.

. ,

- 2 ;

!
, 0 6 . 1

Norman-.

.

1

1

i a
)

.

o

.

. 1 . 2`

. -

Oak Springs
.,1' 2

. .

3 1
-

.

1 . 6 J '

_
2

.

Palm 1 2

.

,ii

.

2
.

1

.

1

.

5, .

.

Rosewood 0
,

Q.

.

0' 0
.

- ' 1
Ir

0

Sims 1 . 0 l
..0.

\ 1. 1

,

2-''
:-

2

Tbtal 'r

v .

11 15 27 8

.

10 53
/

- 18
.

1

.01

4

0

Ochprstaff for this component 'include:

1 Supervisor of Learning Coordinator (75% of time)
1 Supervisor of Instructional Aides
1 Supervisor of CounselorS and Community Representatives (757. of time)

Instrdctional Administrative Clerks

161 15,E
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"-- Table

4

-Estimated host of coordination.ifoT More Effective
Learning of Language SitIle.Compoment

(

Type
,

of Expenditure
TitleTitle I Funds

axpend ed Encumez

/

.

14)ther Funds

Ex e ed En ecuri) red-4..._zti__1,......ed
1 Total

nrrj:s

-Sala s /

-6. r.
.

j Teachers 296,652.04
.

I 3296 653:04,

Instructional .

Relates' Personnel
-

Relates
..

. 59,590.46

.9
--.......

I
0 .

59,590.46

4 .

.

Instyuctibnal
Aides

.

-
- 119,956.16

.

.

.

119,956.16
I

_

Pupil Services ,

'- Persornel 167,217.56
. 167417.56

4 4 '1,

14atelialst 84uiprient,

' and Suvrlies '79,665.35 79,665.35

Staff Development 3,321.50

4

-3;321.50

Misce;laneous
18,770,66_ .

g

Total Funds Expended
(Encumbered) -

i

$.745,173.73. 3

a

.

$745,173.73

Computation of Cost, of Subcompont
' Per Participant

Total Cost
(All Punds)

mg Cost Per Participant

. Total Participants

Total Cal,_. (e) $745,173.73

Total Col. (a) . 3111

g

at $ 239.53

r

.10

16
"-



"cOMPONEN't II. COMMNIdATION SKiLLS

like the COotdiaation for More Efftttive Learning component, this component

al

can be thought of as consisting of three distinct aspects: (1)A kinder-

garten program; (2) a first through fourth grade reading program; (3)-*

a Support services program. In Addition to regular Title rfunding, the
four school's involved in this component received Model Cities funds which

were used ta-pay salaries of additional Instructional'Aides. the schools

involved in this component aid the grades served are indidated in Table 4.

, ,!..

4 . I \
I

Description of Specific Pr6 rams

A -

KIndergarten. Like the kindergarten program in Coordination for More

. Effective Learning componenf% the Communication,SkilWkinderga;ten program
used Instructional Aides tt assist regular teachers in the enhancement of
oral language de4elopment,,and basic skills acquisition. In addition,

attention was given to listning comprehension, visual discthaination,
and prewriting skills through the use of assessment instruments developed

by the Educational Testing service. n .

t

Reading Program. The first through fourth'grade reading program in Com-

munication §kills was classroom, rather'thaft.jeading lab, based. Based

on the philosophy that every teacher is a reading teacher, the Communication

Skills Program provided training to teachers and aides, as well as assistance

from the Learning Coordinatorla planningclasstoom management strategies,

developing classroom environments doaducive to learning, and using a114-

sublect areas' as content vehicles for the teaching of reading.

Support Services. The support service aspect of the Communication Skills
component was essentially the same as that for the Coordtnation for More

Effective Learning Component, -Guidance Counselors and Community Repre-
sentatives worked to improve social skills of Title I §tudents and to

,enhance the'relationship between home andschnol.

The pattern of. Title I staffing and'the estimated cost for thiS component

are reported in Tables 5 and 6. The categories for costs in Table 6 are

th0 same as those in Table

2

COMPONENT III, 'HAPPY WIC
. .

. .

, The Happy Talk component was closely related to the Communication Skills
Program, in that it served children from the same four school neighbor-
hoods, and shared project coordinators, Community Representatives, and
Model Cities funds. The auctiber of children served in this component, is

, .

reported in Table 7. . .



Table 4

Schools, Grades, and Numb of Students

Served in Communication S is1J.s Component

/
.

School

Grade
Served K 1 2 3 4

,

Ungraded
Spec,
Ed.

Total
Served

yLanishear K-4 40 70 58 68 310

(.. k --

,BrooRt K-4 47 '''71

,74

62 -58 74 . 309

Ortega , K-4 40 44 64 42 51 . 241

Zavala i

.,

258 . 258

TOTAL
.,

124
.

1S5 200

./

158 193 258 1118

a

12



Table 5

Title I Staffing Pattern for Coordination for

Communication Skills Component

°

School

Learning
Coordination,

Reading
Teacher

Instructional
Aides

Guidance
Counselors

Community
Representatives'

Total

Instructional
Staff

-`- Total
Support
Staff

t .

Blackshear 1 . 6 5 . 1- 1 . 6 o 2

Brooke 1 0

.

4 1 1' ' 5

.

2

kOrtega 1 0 ,4 1 1 5 /

Zavala 1 . 0 5 . 1 1 ..-
. 6 2

TOTAL 4
\
0 18 4 4 . 22 8

OtIrr Staff for this component include:

1 Communication Skills Supervisor (757. of time),

l'Supervisc* of Learning Coordinator (25% of time) 1---

/1

1 Supervisor of Counselors and Community Representatives

k instructional Administrative Cierks

.

19

(257..of time)

20
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Table 6

Communication Skills O
.1

Type of Expenditure
Title I Funds

Expended (Encumbered)
Other Funds

Expended (Enclimbe'red)

Total
Vinds

Salaries / / / / ] / r / / / / 1 / 1 1 / / 1 I 1 1 / 1 1 / 1 / / I / Z-1-11 1/ 1
Teachers 44,810.54 $ 44,810.54

Instructional
Related personnel 29,028.78

..-

, .

-

29,028.78

Instructional
Aides 70,617.35 49,000.00 .' 119,617.35.

. .

Pupil Services
Personnel 74,582.95

. .

.

.

74,582.95
,

Materials, Equipment,
and -Supplies .

.

'e
22,111.15

.

f

22,111.15

Staff Development 628.00 , 628.00

Miscellaneous '6;639.74
-4. .

r. ,

$ 49,000.0

. 6,639.74

i20,418.51
Total Funds Expended

(Encumbered) $. 248,418.51

Computation of Cost of S
Per Participant

Total Cost
011 eunds)

Total Participants

Total Col. (e) $ 297 418.51

Cost, Per FartiFipent

Total Col. (a) 1143

n $ 260.21

14
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Happy Talk is designed to,help parents of pre-school children (age 2 to 4)

work wiph their children' to improve their language acquisition. The

Community Representatives from each of the four schools, working with

. approximately 20 families each, made weekly visits to the Homes of parti-

es cipating children. On each visit, the Community Representatives would
bring a toy and /or books to Be left in the Home, and would demonstrate

to the parent how the parent could use the toy or_booki in instructive

play with the child. Training blr. the Community RepresentativesWas
-provided by the Supervisor of Happy Talk at the beginning of the prbgram
and during weekly meetings held throughout the course of the prpgram.

7

The statfing pattern and the estimated costs for this component are
presented in Tables 8 and 9.

C

4)

$

22
13

ti
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Table 7

Number of Children Setved in Happy Talk Component

School

eNumber of
Students

(

Blackshear .,, 20

Brooke 19

0rtega - , 20

L

".

Zavala

k .

19

Total --.

,

78 -.

a

Table 8

Title,I Staffing Pattern for Happy Talk Component

Schools Representative
Community

1 Wiimd)

1 (N. time)

Blackshear

Brooke-

Ortega 1 (1/2_ time)

Zavala 1 (1/2 time)

Total 4 ,

Other staff fot this component include:

I Supervisor of Happy ;Talk, (25% of time)
I-Instructional Administrative Clerk (257 of

16 23

f

time)

9
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Table'9

Happy Talk

,a

Type of Expenditure"
TitIi-J.Funds

Expended'VEncumberedl

Cther Funds
Expended CEnbumbered)-

Total
4 Ponds_ -

Salaries / / / / / / / /
k

/ / / / ° / / 1 / 7 / / / i j / / / 41 / f/ 1 / 1 / j 1 if
k Teachers $

0'. 00 .
-

.
$ ` (k $ 0,00

Instructional
Related Personnel , .5,405.01 . 5,405.01

.Instructional
Aides

.

'

158.,80 '

.
.

'.

,

158.00

.

Pipit Services
Personnel .

.

9,018.2.'
. .,

4,.

9,018.42

,

Materials, Auipment,
and Surelles 385'.50.

.

10,000.00

Ot

10,385.50

Staff Development_
,.

62.50
`I

. 62.50

Miscellaneous .- 842.75;

,
s 842.75,

Total/Funds Expended
(Eitcumbered) $15,872.18 $ 10i000.00

.

$.25,872.18'

Computation of Cost 'of Subcomponent
Per Participant

Total cost
.= Cost Per Participant,

(All Funds)
Total Participants

Total:Ce. (e) $ 25,872.18'

Total Col.'(a) 78

$ 331.69

e

24
17
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EVALUATION DESCRIPTION
.

Ji, ... . '
,..

,
. .

For reasops'diacussed above in The Decisiod Questions section; the
1974-'75 evaluation of the Title I program was not perforined Within'
the framewdrikrof a codftehensive,,evaluation design based on the AISD
MO evaluation model. 'Since the Title I program was well under way' .

' before the evaldation staff could become opprationalrjibespeCtfic `

.. input and prOcesi objectives fqr t dhe program' not be formulated:, .

Outcome objectives foi the program, although they had been established
.,.

prior to the start.of.achool by Title I administrative staff, were no
. ;longer appropriate by the time the evaluation.staff was hired because .

of changes-in the achievement testing schedule and becaupe some of thes teobjectives referred to instrut tits which were to have be
- by the'evaluatioft sta ff. Thuhese outcome objectives we .rewritten

by the Project Evaluator to reflect the necessary changes while still
:preserving ffie.original intent. Because of xge constraints imposed
brtlimitea time and resources, priority was'assigned to-collecting And,
analyzing data relating to the outcome objectives, while.documenting
- inputs and processes through systematic, observations and questionnaires
in order,to establigh*baseliae information for the following year's

- . etvaluation. An ov ew of the Outcome objectives and evaluation pro-.
. cedures for eatch ol.t three components ip presented in Tables 10, 11,

and 12. .

-..,.

._

,

25

18
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leetive

t '

1
Instrument,1

Data Collection and Analysis Overview'

Coordination for More Effective Learning of
language Skirls

Table 10 '

Times and Methods
' of

DataAnllectinn
Per.sonsApponsidble
for rntlectinn

4
A

F.

Analysis
Techniques

Person
Respcnsibie
for Analviis

.
.

average gain of .7
month grade equivalent
per month of instruc-
'tion in lasic knoilidge

, 'of vocabulary by 2-4
grade students

- .7.

(1) ,a. First grade students
will demonstrate

- basic knowledge of
vocabufery by scor-
ing an average gtade
equivalent within
one month of that

_expected for student
. in eighth monthof
. first grade: /

(2) An average gain of .7
a month grade equivalent

,

monthof tnstruc-
-rition in word and sem- .

tence compreheniion in
reading by 2-4 grade
students

(2) a. First grade. students

.
- will ddmonstrate

.
word and-fentence.
comgrehension in
reading by scoring,
average grade equiva-
lent within one mond-
of that expected
for students in
eighth month of
'first grade.

...
..

.
.

.

California Achievement.
Tese(Voibulary Subtest

.

-
.

.

*-1111110o..._

California Achievement.
Test (Vocabulary Sdbtes t)

.

0
. ,

.

,

.

.
-

i
-

.

cdlifornte Achievement
'rest (Comprehension '
Subtest)

'

California Achievement
Test (Comprehension -

Subtest) 4)

.

.

.

,

j
.

. ,

.

N
-

,

Pre-test - Oct., 197
.

4
..

.Post -teat - Feb.,1975
X

..
..... .

.

, .

Single administration, April,

1975 . . -

..,,

r

'
.

.

.

.
.

Pre-test - Oct., 1974
.

;Post-test - Feb., 197$

,

.

Single-adednistration; April
1975 - .

. --
.

\

.

.

,
.

.

.

. '
.'

'

.
.

. .
.

4

.

.

-----.

Evaluators

Evaluator?
.

.

.

_s

A

Evaluators

.
.

.

. .

Evaluators

-'
.

-
..
.....

, .

-

'

.

,

.
,

.

.

.

.

'

,

.

.

I

c

.

.7.

.

....n.

-

.

.

.

,

. .

.

S

-

Distribution
Statistics

_
'..

,

Distribution

Statistics
.

.

.

Distribution
Statistics

.

s . '
..

Distribution
-Statistics ,

. .

.

\

.,
.

.

.

.

.

,

.

.

.

. .

,

-

.

Evaluators

.

. --

Evaluators

.

..

.

.

-
.

.

.

Ey/Linton

..

.

.

Pg& .

-

Evaluators'.

.

.

-5,

Jr

P2

,,

.

.

.

.

.

4
- -

.

26&.
.1.
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Obieetive ' Ps.c.Lool

-(3Y An average.6 points
, gain incomprehension

of basic concepts by
I Xindergarten students-

(4) a.. Significant increase
in self-concept by
students in third
and fourth gradhs

(4) b. Significant improve-
mehk/in attitudes
towaiti schwa in
third and fourth
grades .

-
(4) c. Si cant increase Primary Self Concept

inset/ concept by Test
Ilhder ten students

Boehm Test.of Basic
Concept

Piers- Barris Self-Concip
Scale

-

Sphool Sentiment Index

-0) Title I 'students will
CD stud in materials ap-

ps to fSr their
tructional level to

a greater extent in
Spring, 1975, 4;tan-in
Spring, 1914.

Significant increase in Teacher questionnaire,
amount of home support

of learning endeavors of
Title I st6Heats. /.

(7) 411 increase An atten- District Attendance
dance rates in at least Report
60X ofTitle I schools.

' (6)

:earner questionnaire

28
as

4

.4..

IINXIF- OMR 4117.11 41111 11111 -01111 111111 11111
4 '

4

Times and Methods
of PersontEesPotisible .0 Analysis

Data Collection for Collection Techniu

Pre-test Se%t., 1974

Post-tett - Jan., 1?75_. -

Pre-test - Nov., 1234

Post-test - -

Pre7test - Nov., 1974

Post-test - April, 1975

Pre-test:- Nov., 1974

Post-test = April, 1975

April - Hay, 1975

...""*7

April - Hay, 1975

I

. 1.

4th'& 5th six -weeks periods

Pm.

Evaluators

Evauatom

Evaluators

EvalOator

Evaluator

Evaluator

Evaluator

Y

M-
1

T-Test Correlated
observations

:7

DistribUtian
Statistics
Analysis of Variance

-6

-Ptrson

Responsible
for A*livsis1mM=

Distribution
StAtistint,

Analysis -of Variance .

Groups X Trials
Analysis of Variance

Dne-tailed T-test

One-tailed T-test

Computation of mai:
of attendance

, .

'

Nviluators -

Evaluators

Evalua

Evaluator .

C

ivaluator

,Evalustor

I
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--Ed-active , Instxment

luta Collectiqo Lid.Amhdysis Overview

comounic4ion Skills

Table 11,,,

Times and Heihods
of

Data Colteerion

4

Persons Responsible
for r,51

?cram
ReSpriutible
for Analysis

.
.

.

11) 'In average gain of .7
.jionth grade equivklent

. per month of instruc-
tins: in basic knowledge
of vocabulary by 2-4
grade.students

.

-

(i). a. First grade students
.r will demonstrate
- basic kowledge of

vocabulary by scar-
iag an average grade
equivalent mithia
one month of that

, expected for student;
in eighth month of
first grade.

4X2Y An average gain of .7
4 month grade equiv lent.

. per month of ins c-

., Eton in word seam.

tense comirehension 'in
reading by 2-4"grade
students

.

i(2a a.iFiret grade students
uill demonstrate
yard and sentence
-cocpiehension in

fl. reading by scoring -

-average grade equiva-
leat vi thin one soot.
of that expected
for itudents in
eighth month of
first trade. -.

, .

'js
.

.
.

.

Califo ievement

Test (Votr y Stibtast

.

.

alifornii Achievement
Test (vocabulary Subtebt

- -.
.

, IN

'//

.-

California Achievement
Test (Co:prehension
Subtest)

.

California Achievement
Test (Comprkheation
Subtest) -.

.

.

'

r
!..,

.

Pre-test - Oct., 1974'
.

Post-test - Feb., 1975

Single 0-4ofstritioa, April,
1975

.

.

*--,

\

.

Pre-test - Oct.; 1974
, t

*Post -tat - Feb., 1975

..

. .
,

Singls.a4Mdmistration, April
1975

.

,

,

..

.

.

-

.

.

.

.

.

.

Evaluators

'

Evaluators

,

Evaluators

.

EValustors

,

. .

.

/

.

.

,

.

.

.

'

.-

.

.

.

,

Distribution
Statistics

4

:1-

.

/
. Distribution

Statistics

0 .

Distribution
Statistics

.

.

. .

._

Distribution -

,'

y

.

.
.

.

.

i

.

.

.

.

.

.

'

-,

.

.

.

Evaluatozs

i

,

.

Evaluators
.

..

.

Evalutors
.

-

Evaluator*
. ,-

t

.
,

.

.

..
_.

C
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TrkktL-a:c,.-

Tines a.nd Methods
of

Data Collection

NNW 1111111111 1101.- Omer ram AM, MINIM

Persons Responsible
for Col

Analysis
Techn ues

Person

/espcnsible
for Anal is

(3) Ansverage points Boehm Test of Basle

gaknInocockehension 'Concept

of basin concepts _by
Tandergartea students.

Sigaiiicani incteaser'Plers-Barris Self-Concep
La self - concept by Scale

- students in third
and fourth grades

(40). Sir,niffrcaat improve-
Meat in attitudes
towardschool in
third and fourth

grades

Pre-test - Sept., 1974

Post -test - 1975

Pre-test - Nov., 1974

Post-test -

School Santis-neat Index Pre -asst - Nov., 1974

=Post-test - April, 1975

(4) c. Signifiant indiaase Primary SelECoacept

fu self-concept by ,Test

b) Kindergartea .s mien&
-NI ,

'(5) Siphi/Leant iocrisse Teacher Ouestioarai re

!a amount sa_heme
support of learping
endeavor of Title
students

Pre-test Nov., 1974

'Post-test - April, 1975

April.- May, 1975

Evaluators:_

1-

Evaluators

Evaluators

Evaluator

Evaluator

T-Test Correlated
observations -

Dis tribution

Statistics
Analysis of Variance

Distribution
Statistics
Analysis of Variance

Groaps,X Trials
Analysis of Variance

One tailed T -test

Evalrators

'

Evaluators

Evaluators

Evaluators

Evaluator



Objective Instrument

Table 12

Data Collection and Analysis Overview

Happy Talk

Times and Methods

Data n.ol'ection
Persons Kespoasible
for roljecti.m.

Analysis
Techniques

Person
Kespcnsible,
for Analysis

-
..-

(1) Title 1 students, aged
2-4, will demonstrate an.
increased knowledge of
vocabulary

(2) Title I studeits, aged
2 -4,will an
increased control
syntax

(3) Title I students, aged
r 2-4, will demonstrate an

increased knowledge of
basic. concepts

(4) Parents' ratibge of the
time spent reading and
playing with their
children will show an in-
crease of _207

(5) Parental support (for tn
learning objectives ok
Project Happy Talk) will
demonstrate a 1077. im-

proveelit

.

v

....'

# .

.

(

Peabcd,,,,Picrure VOCA

bulary Test

j ''
- P

Educationaestesting
Service Circus Test

KIS: Kindergarten
Screening Test .

-

.

Parent q..e

.

:arec.t Co..estio.-uaire

.

-

Individ.all, administered Pre-
test November, 1974
Post-test May, 1975

, .

Indioid -ally administered
Pre-test November, 1974
Post-test May, 1975

.

Individually administered
Pre-test November, 1974
Poet-test May, 1975

.

?re-test November, 1974
Post-test May, 1975

ilk ,

"

?re-test November, 1974
Poet-test May, 1975

'

.

. .
. .

-
.

.

.

.

,

Supervisor of Happy Talk

.

Supervisor of Happy__Talk

.

Superisor of Happy Talk
.

Supervisor of Happy Talk

A
.

.

Supervisor of Happy Talk

I

1

Correlated observe-
tions t-test

Correlated observe-
tions t-test

.

Correlated observe-
tions t-test

Correlated obserVa-
tions t -tedt

Correlated observe,- -

tions t-tast

4
'

.

.

.

Project evaluator

,

Project Evaluator

.

Project Evaluator

,

Project-Evaluator
,

.

1

.

Project Eviluator

.

-
.

-

S'

.

...

.
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IV

CONTEXT DESCRIPTION,

.1

The contekt is defined in the'AISD's evaluation model a$ that-portia
of the program situation over which' prograu has no Control: The
context of the ESEA Title I Project is described here so that all data,
conclusions, and recommendations which follow may be considered in

,,lation to all the non- project variables existing simultaneously With
project influences.

Demographic Data

Table 13 presents the general
schools. All schools, are below
and above district averages for
enrolled (with the exception of

Achievement Data

demographic data for the 16 Title I
district averages for an family income
percentage of minority group students
Mathews Elementary School).

Student achievement levels for!1974-75 Title I Projecee1f-.-

mentary schools were below the expected achievement level as illustrated
by the following data:

1. Fifty-four percent of first grade students in Title I 'schools
had scores which were below the 50th percentipc on the
Metropolitan Readinesi; Test, administered in.October, 1974.

2. Seventy-nine percent of second grade students in Title I schools
had scores on the California Achievement Test,-..Level 2, Form
A, administered in February,,1974, which were below the expected
grade equivalent. of 2.6.

3. Seventy-two percent of second grade students in Title I schools had
'scores on the California Achievement Test, Level 2, Form A, ad-

ministered in February, 1975, which were below the expected grade
equivalent of 2.6.

7
4. V.ghty-five percent of fourth grade students in Title I schools

had scores on the California Achievement Test, Level 3, Form A,
administered in Febeary, 1974, which were below,the expected
grade uivalent.of 4/6.

5. Eight -fovr,percent of fourth grade students in Title I 'schools
hactscores on. the California ichievement Test, Level 3, Fatal A,
aalaistered in-February, 1975, which were below the expected
grade equivalent of 4.6.

36
24.
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.'Schoor Personnel
: . .

....

The ethnic composition of the professional staff in each Title I school,

is presented in, Table 14. Generally, these faculties consist of a

larger percentage of minority group members than the district as .a whole.

Therpercentage of.minority group faculty members is, however, 'geherally

lower than the percentage of minority group students in Title I4schoors.

.

:

I.

37
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Enrollment 1974-75 (October, 1974)-

4-

-
, -

School Enrollment

.

Max.-Amer. Black Other
2

Deprivation
Y:=110111i0-

.

_ 85.58
.
Allison (K-4)- 615

_

,81%
..

15% ."4% -

Becker (K-3) 470 ' 69%

.

12% -20% 79.56
.

Blackshear (K-4) 519 3% %

.

,7% 6 90.37

Brooke (K-4) 384 99% -

. .

.3% 86.98

_Campbell (K-4)

.

425

.

2Z , 97% 0 88.44

6ovaIle (K-3) 450 75%
-

'' 21%

e

4% 91:68

MaplewoOd (K-3) 257 15%' '77% 8% . 84:83

-Mathews '(K -3) 177
t

23% 82 69% 67.32

. -

Matz eK-4).
a

463 98% 1% 12 89.64

Norman (K-3) 208 0 . 100% 0 90.03-

Oak Spriags (K-3) 371 102 89% . 1% 92.63

./#

Ortega (K-4) 404'

-

'39% 57% '4% 91:14

Palm (k-4) 327 .
98%

. .,.

- 0 2% 96.41 1,

Rosewood (4) 76 3% 97% 0 . 93.84

.

Sims (K-45-.------ 397 9%

N

91% 0 88.58

2avala (Nongraded) '447 iar--/- 7% 3% 92.39

District 30460 24% 16% 60% "

rf

'A

38
26
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Table 14
=

Ethnic Composition of Faculties (April, 1975)

4_

.

-School hex. Amer,

, .

'Black

e
Other

Total Num1Der

of TeAghexA__

Allison 17% 19%- 64%

"
42

Becker . 16% 24% 60Z

. A

,4-.1---k3
.

Blackshear /0 ' 38% 62% 29

.

Brooke
..

362 12Z 7 52%
..

25'

"

Campbell

4,
0 33% 67% 33 '

Govalle /9% 18%. 52% . 44

Maplewood' -

t
0 23%

i
'77% , 22

Mathews - 0 : 28% : *73%

,
..

.14 '

...

Matz 34% 17% 49% A 35'

Norman 5% 422'
a

53% ' 19

.

Oak Springs ,0 44% 57% 23

Ortega 21% 21% 58% 29

- r

Palm 30% 16% 54% -30

Rosewood 0
.

15% 44% 9

Sims 3% 34% 62% 29

Zavala 40% \ 12% 48 25

District 82

.

. 18% . -74Z:

1

39
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OUTCOME OBJECTIVES

The following pages briefly outline the stated olljectivei of the 1974-

75 ESE& Title I Project. 'These objectives are stated separately for

the schools in the Coordination for More Effective Learning af Language

Skills ptogram,in the Communication Skins program, and in the Happy

Talk,program.

For each individual objective, there is A defailed statement of that

pbjective, a statementsof the level of attainment for that objective,

Aiad an overview'of the evidence relatin to the level of attainment:

The reader/Cs referred to the appropriate Appead;Aes which include

more technical reporting of the data.coilected corresponding to

etch objective.:

OBJECTIve.S OF COORDINATION FOR MORE
EFFECTIVE LEARNING OF LANGUAGE SittLIS COMPONENT

ge,

"ft' COGNITIVE OBJECTIVES
.

1. , IMPROVED KNOWLEDGrar BASIC CONCEPTS

f

%b.

e I Kindergarten students will:demonst

of bas c concepts by scoring an average 6

pre st7test administrations of the Boehm

'cepts.
.

'LEVEL OF ATTAINMENT: Achieved

It'

e a' comprehension
iats gain between

Test of Basic Con-

(

EVIDENCE:
110

the Boehm Teat of Basic'Concepts was adminlatered to'Title I
Kindergarten children'ar'a pre-test in September, 1974, and

as a post7test in January, 1975. The average scores were 27.20

and 33:7, -respectively. 'Thus, the average galas of .65 points fa

the fpliir months of instruction between the two teats slightly"
exceedi.the level specified in the outcome objective.

28
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. .

IBPROVED.ENOWLEDGE OF VOCABULARY .,
.

I
-Eligilite Title I students in first grade who are served by,

, . . .

the Title I instructional program will demonstrste a basis
.`knowledge ofi&sbulary by scoring an average grade equivalent
within one month'of that eXpected for students in the. eighth
month of first grade as measured by a single administration
of the California Achievement Teti\Vacibulary Subtpst) in
April, 1975. , .

, t
as

1

Eligible Title I stuaents in/siroknd, third, and fAtth grades
whkare servedtby the Title Instructional program will de-
mons,traie a basic knowledge.of vocabulary by storing an average
of .7 month grade equivalent gain per month of instruction,

as measured by pre and post test arIncimstratvions of the California
evement Test ( Vocabulary Subtest).

,

r

LEVEL OF ATTAINMENT: (First Grade) Not Achieved

.

.01 .EVIDENCE: .

kirTheCalifornia Achievement Test, Level 1/Form A, was dminis-

-teto Title I first gtade students in Apr11, 1975. The

grade equivalent score for students in this component

was 409, less than the level of 1.7 grade equitalents which
waspecified in the outcome objective.

B. LEVEL OF ATTAINMENT; (Second Grade) Achieved

EVIDENCE:

The California Achievement Test, Level 2 was administered to
second trade Title I children as a pre-test in October, ,1974,

and as a post-test in,February, 1975. The average grade,

equivalent scores in Reading Vocabulary for these children
were, respectively, 1.17 and 1.74. The average gain of .57(
grade equivalents in the,faur months of instruction between
the two tests renasents a gain of 1.4 grade equivalents per
month of instruction, thus. exceeding the level specified in

the :outcome objective. 44*.t

C. LEVEL OF ATTAINMENT: (Third Grade) Achieved

.
The California Achievement Test, Level 2 was administered to
the third grade Title I children as a pre-test is October;
1974, and as a post-test in April-ri-9757---Itie average grade
equivalent scores is Reading Vocabulary for these children were,
respectively, 1.92 and-2.50. The average gain.of .58 grade
.equivalents in the six months of instruction between,thetwo
tests represents a gain of .97 grade equivalwiti per month of

instruction, thus exceeding the level specified in the out-
.

come-objective.

29



LEVEL OF ATIAINMENT: z (Fouir.h Grade) Achieved,

The California Achievement Test, Level 3 was administered4O
Tittel fourth grade-children as a pre-test in October, 1974

-add as a post-test-in. February, 1975. The average grade

equivalent scores in Reiding.Vocabulary fox these children

were, respectively, 240 and 2.68. The average gain of..58

grade. equivalents in the four monthsfof instruction between
the two tests represents a gain of 1.45 grade equivalente_ser

month of instruction, thus exceeding the level specified:in

the outcome objective.

3. IMPROVED BEADING COMPREHENSION

Eligible Title I students in first grade who are served by

the Title I 1nttructional program will demOnstrate a compre-

hension of words and sentences in reading by scoring an
tverage,grade eigivalent within one month of that expetted

for studen in"the eighth month of first.grade, as measured

re4pi;
by a sing administration of 'the California Achievement Test

(Comp on Subtest). in 1975.

Eligible Title I students in,second, third, and fourth grades

jut° are served by the Title I instructional program will de-

monstrate a comprehension of words and sentences in reading :

. by scoring an average of .7 month grade equivalerit.ge# per

month of instruction, as measured by pre and pott test ad-

ministrations of t California Achievement Test (Comprehension

Subtest).
. 4

A. LEVEL OF ATTAINMENT: (First Grade) Not Achieved

EVIDENCE:

The California Achievement Test, Level 1 Form A, was administered

to the Title I first grade,students in April, 1975. The kverage

grade equivalent score for students is this component was 1:31,

less than the level of 1.7 grade equivalents which was specified

id the outcome objective.

B.. LEVEL OF AaTAINMENT: (Second Trade) Achieved

The California Achievement Test, Level 2 was administered to

the-Title I children in the second grade as a pre-test in

October, 1974, and as a post-test in February; 19754 The.-

average grade equivalent scores in Reading ComprehenSion .

for these children were 1.47 andP1486, respectively. the

average gain of .39 grade equivalents in four months of

instruction between the two tests represents a gain of

.98 grade equivalents per month of instruction, thus ex-

ceeding the level ellecified in the outcome objective.

3042
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LEVEL OF_ATTATNMENT: (Third Grade) Achieved

The California Achievement Test, Level 2 was administered'
the Title I children in the third grade as a pre -test in

October, 1974, and as a post -test in*April, 19754The average
gain. of .62 grade eqdivalents in the six months, of instruction
between the trio testslepresent&-a gain of. 1.03 grade equiva-

lents per month of initruction, thus exceeding the level

. Specified in the outcbikobjective.
.

'D. LEVEL OF A2TAINMENT: (Fourth Grade) Achieved 4
Level 3 of the California Achievement Test was administered

-.to Title I children in the fourth grade'as a pre-test tn.Octoberk

1974, and as a post-test in February, 1975. 'The average glide
equivalent scores in Reading Comprehension for these children
were,, respectively, 2.68 and 2.99. The average gain of .31

grade eqUive1ents is the four months of instruction betkeen
the two tests represents a gaid of ;78 grddecequivalents,per
month of instruction, thus exceeding the level sptcified in

the outcome objective.,

II..'AFFECLINZ OBJECTIVES

1. IHFROVED SELF - CONCEPT

Title I eligible students in kindergarten will demonstrate

,improved self concepts, as indicated by a statistically

significant gain for a random sample of students from Fall

1974 to Spring 1975 administrations of the Primary Self

Concept Test.

ItleI eligible students in third and f rth grades will demon-

strate improved self concepts as indicate by statistically.
significantly higher mean scores on the Fier - Harris SelfGon-

cept Scale for random sample of studelits tested in Spring,

1975 than for students in the same grade tested in Spring 1974.
--

A. LEVEL10F ATTAINMENT (kINDERGARTEN): ACHIEVED

ZVIDENCE:

The Ptimary Self Concept Test was \tdministeied to a random
. .

samplp df kindergarten students in October, 1974, and in

April, 1975. Average scores for the pre-and post-test were,
respectively, 11.22 and 11,87 out of a total possible 18

pqints. The pre-post difference did not quite attain the ..05

Level' of statisticalcsignificance (F = 3.68-with 1 and 39 df,

p<06),'but gains on two of the three subscales (Personal-
Self Domdin and Intellectual-lelf Domain) were significant
beyond the .05 levell.

.4
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B. LEVEL OF ATTAINMENT (THIRD GRADE) :. NOT ACHIEVED-

' EVIDENCE:.

The Piers- Harris Self Concept Scale was administered to a -
randodly selected sample of approximately one half the pop-
ulation of Title I third `grade students as a pre-test in
November,.1974, and-wa post-test in April, 1975. The,

, analysis reported here used only the post-test data. A
':correlated observatiOns t-test was performed on school means
of Title I students in ApriT, l975,' versus school means of
Title I students in the third grade in April, 1974. The
,difference between the 1974 average of 55.07 and the 1975
average of 56.70 was not statistically significant (t = 1.11,
df = 14, p) .10).

C. LEVEL OF ATTAINMENT (FOURTH grade): ACHIEVED

A similar analysis was perf:ormed for fourth, grade students.
The-diffeieace between the 1974 ave of 54%16 and the 1975
average of 57 was statistically-s ficant (t = 3.87,

df = 9, p:1(.0

4

Note: since the guidanCe coMponeni, to which this objective is'
addressed, was actually the same for both the Coordination
fbT More Effective. Learning aad the Communication Skills
component's, the data for all 16 schools were pooled for
this analysis.

2. IMPROVED ATTITUDES TOWARD SCHOOL

Title I eligible students in third and -fourth gradeswill
demonstrate-Improved attitudes toward school, as indicated
by a statistically significant gain for a' random sample of
students from Fall 1974 to Spring1975 administrations of
the School. Sentiment Index.

LEVEL 7 ATTALNNENT:"

EVIDENCE:

the School Sentiment Index was 'administered to identified Title
I students is the third and fourth grades as a pre-test in
November, 1974, and as a post-test in April, 1975. AV'erage

total scores for students in this component were 25.6 and 24.8,
respectively, out of a total possible 37 points. A groups by
trial analysis of variance based on class means revealed that
the apparent loss was not statistically significant (F = 3.37
with 1 and 74 df, p> .07).

32
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3. INCREASED ATTENDANCE RA

Title students, in at least 60% of the Title I schools, will
demonstrate a 1% increase in attendance rate in Spring,'1975
,over that of Spring, 1974.

LEVEL OF ATTAINMENT: ACHIEVED

EVIDENCE:

During the fourth six weeki period Of 1974-75, attendance rates
were at least one percent higher than Lathe corresponding
period of'1973-74 in- all 12 (100%) of the schools in this
subcomponent;_ during the fifth six weeks'period-of 1974-75,

.-

attendance rates were at least one percent higher than in
the corresponding period of 1973-74 in 8 of the 12 (671)
schools involved in this subcomponent.,

4. APPROPRIATENESS OF INSTRUCTIONAL MATERIALS

4
Title I students will study in materials apprd6riate for
their instructional level to a greater extent in'Spring,
1975 than in Spring, 1974, asfgat4ted by a statidtically
significant increase in ratings by classroom teachers from
Spring 1974 to Spring 1975.

LEVEL OF ATTAINMENT: NOT ACHIEVED.

EVIDENCE:

Evidence relating to this objective is weak dim to very low
(10%) return rate on the questionnaires which were sent to
teachers in Nay, 1975. For those who did _complete the ques-
tionnaire, the average rating on 4;he statement "The materials
in which the Title I students in my classroom study are ap-
propriate to their needs" was 1.45 (where 1 = Strongly Disagree
and 5 = Strongly Disagree) in contrast to an average of 3.38,
for teachers asked the game question on the Spring, 1974
Questionnaire. A t-test oa the difference between Sprin$4
19'75 and Spring,1974 revealed no significant difference
(t = .92, df = 139, p>.10).

\\17. 45
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ITOROVED ONE SUPPORT -

4

The extent to'which Title I students are supported in their
- learning endeavors by persons in their hone will demonstrate:

a statistically s :. -.:t impravedent, as Lanceted by a
gain in teachers'- ie .: * from Spring 1974 to Spring 1975 and
by =abet of vol - ---. ed hours recorded- each, week on the Cos-
sanity Representatives report.

LEVEL 01 ATTAIBISNT: NOT ACHIEVED

EVIDENCE:

For'the reason stated impedis y above, evidence relating
to,this objective is alio very . The average rating
.on the statement "Hose support the learding endeavors
of the Title I students in my nalssrome is very strong"

244, in contrast to an average rating of 2.47 for Spring,
1974. A t-test on the difference between Spring, 1975 and
Spring, 1974, revealed that the 1975 ratings were actually
lower than the 1974 ratings (1, -3.58,-df 140, p4401.

OBJECTIVES FOR COMMUNICATION5SKILLS COHPONENT

COGNITIVE OBJECTIVES

1; /H PROVED KNOWLEDGE 01 BASIC CONCEPTS

Title I Kindergarten students will demonstzate a comirehgnsion
of basic concepts by scoring-an average of 6 points gain between
pre -post test administrations of the Boehm Test pf Basic Con-
cepts.

LEVEL OF ATtAlNHENT: ACHIEVED

EVIDENCE:

p

The Boehm Test of Basic Concepts was'administered to Title I
kindergarten students as a Ke-test in September, 1974, and
as a post-test in January, 1975. The average scores were
23.1 and 33.4, respectively. ,Thus, the average gain of
10.3 in the four months of instruction between the tea; tests
considerably exceeds the level specified in the outcome
objective.

46
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2. INFROVED KNOWLEDGE OF VOCABULABY

Eligible students in first grade whp are seivedly
*the,Title I instructional program will demonstrate a basic

knowledge of vocabulary by scaring an average grade equivalent

within one month, of that expected for students in the eighth
month of first grade, as measured by a single administration

of the California Achievement Test CVocabulary Subtest).

Eligible Title I students in second, third, and fourth grades

who are served by ?the Tiiie I instructional program will de-

monstrate.a basic knowleage of voCabdlary by scoring .an asrevage

of .7 month grade equivalent gain per month of instruction, as

measured by pre and post test administrations of the California

Achievement Test (Vbcablilary Subtest). -

A. LEVEL OF ATTA1NMENT,(FERST GRADE): NOT Acinavtz

EVIDENCE:

The California Achievement Test, Level 1, Form A, was ad-

ministered to Title I first. grade stmleatA in April, 1975.

The average grade equivalent scores for.students in this
component was 1.40, less than the level of 1.7. grade

equivalents which was specified in the outcome objective.'

.B. LEVEL OF ATTAINMENT (SECOND GRADE): ACHIEVED

EVIDENCE:

e California Achievement Test, Level 2 was administered -to

ientified Title I children in the second grade as a pre-test
Octdber, 1974, and as a posectest in February, 1975. The

average grade equivalent scores in Reading Vocabulary for

these children were 1.27 and 1.81'; respectively. The average

gain of .54 grade equivalents in the. four months of instruction

between the two tests represerits a gain of 1,35 grade equivar

lents per month of instruction, thus exceeding the level_

-.7ecfefied in the outcome objective.

1't
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C. LEVEL OF ATTAINMENT (THIRD,GRADE : AVIIMED.

EVIDENCE:"

The CalifondmAchievemenn'Test, Level 3 was administered to
identified Title .I children in the fourth grade as a pre-test
In October, 1974, and...as post-test in February,-1975. 'The -

average _grade equivalent scoria in leading VOtablaary Portliest

children were 2.23 and 2.64, respectiv'ely. The average gain
of .41 grade equivalents in the four month* of instruction,
Unmet- the two tests represents a gain ofI.03 grade-
equivalents per month of instruction, thus exceeding the level

spedified in the outcone objective.

EVIDENCE:

The California Achievement Test,,Level 2 WS 84111.11111Wed to

identified Title I children'id:,41. third grade as a pre-test

in October, 1974, and as a pals; test in April, 1975. The

average grade equivalent scores in.Resding Vocabulary for these

Children. were 2.01 and 2.54, respectively. The average gain -

of .57 grade equivalents in the six months of instruction
between the two tests represents a gain of .88 grade
equivalents per month of instruction, thus exceeding the level

specified in the outcome objective.

INFROVED READING CqMPREHERSION

` Eligible Title I students in first grade who are served by the Title I

instructional program will demonstrate a comprehension of words and

sentences in reading by scoring an average grade equivalent within'

one south of that expected for students in the eighth month of first

grade, as measured by a single administration of the California

Achievement Test (Comprehension Subtest) in April, 1975. .

_Eligible Title I students in second, third, and fourth grades who 4

are served by the Title I instructional program will demonstrate a

comprehension of words and sentences in reading by snoring an average

of .7 month grade equivalent gain per month of instruction, as measured

. by pre and post test adminstrations of the California Achievement Test

(Comprehension Subtest).

dt
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g. LEVEL OF ATTAINMENT (MST GRADE.): NOT ACHIEVED-

EVIDENCE:
4

The California Achievement Test, Level 1, Form A, was ad-

tinistered-to Title I firstgradefitudents in, April, 1975.
The average grade equivalent seopp6 for students in this
component was1.53, less than the level of 1.7 ade

equivalents Which was specified in the.olitodfte ective.

LEVEL OF ATTAINIENT (SECOND GRADE): ACHIEVED

EVIDENCE:

The California Achievement Test, Level 2 was administered to

second grade Title I children as a pretest in October? 1974,

and as a post-test in February, 1975. The average grade

equivalent scores in Reading Comprehension for these children

were, respectively, 1.61 and 2.08. The average gain of .47

grade equivalents in the four months of instruction between

the two tests represents a gain of 1.18 grade equiValdhts per

month of instruction, thus exceeding the leivel specified in

the outcome objective.

C. LEVEL OF ATTAINMENT (THIRD GRADE): ACHIEVED

EVIDENCE:

The California Achievement Test, Level 2 was ariminiRtered to

Title I children in the third grade as a pre-test in October,

1974, and as a post-test in April, 1975. The average grade

equivalent scores in Reading Comprehension for these children

were, respectively, 2.16 and 2.84. 7hd average gain or.68
grade equivalents in the six months of instruction between
the two tests represents a gain of 1,13 grade equivilents per-

month of instruction, thus exceeding the level spedified in

the outcome objective.

La.
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D. LEVEL'OPAMA1NEENT: <FOURTH GRADE): ACHIEVED _

EVIDENCE:

The California Achievement Test, Level 3 was ad9inistertd.to-
fourth grade Title I children as a pre-test in October, 1974,

and as-.a post-test in Feb 1975. The average grade

equiVi/ent scores in Reading-0134Prehinsionjor-these children
were respectively,' 2.81 and 3.16. The average gain of.35--

grad; equifalents in the four months of instruction between
the tests(represents a gain of .88 grade equivalents per
month of instruction, thus e2ceeding the level specified in

the outcome objective.

1. IlipMFA,51ELP-COnErr

Title I eligible students in kindergarten will demonstrate_
improved self concepts7, as-indicated by a statistically
significant gain for a random sample of students from Fall
1974 to Spring 1975 administrations of the Primary self

Concept Test.

Title I eligible students in third and fourth grades will de-

monstrate improved self concepts as indicates by statistically
significant higher mean scores on the Piers-Harris Self Con-
cept Scale for a random sample of students tested in $p iug

rin

L.

1975, than for students in the same grade iced in Sp g _--

1974. _
...-----

A. LEVEL OF (KINDMARTP20: ACHIEVED

The test was administered to'airandom sample of kindergarten
students in October, 1974, and in April,'1975. Average scores
for, the pre-and post-tests were respectively, 11.22 an4 11.87
out of a total possible 18 points. The pre-post difference'

did not:Au4e attain the ,05 level of statistical signific4nce

(P gB.3.68 with 1 and 39 df, 0.06), but gains on two of the

three subscales (Personal-Self Domain and Intellectual Domain)

were significant beyond the .05 level.

50
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LEVEL OF ATIAINMENT(THIRD GRADE): NOT ACHIEVED

EVIDENCE:

p ;
The Piers-Harris Self Concept-Scale was administered to a
randomly selected sample of approximately one half the pop-

ulation of Title I third grade students as a pre-test in November,

1974, and a& a post-test in Apri1,1975. The-analysis reported
here used only the post -test data. .A correlated observations
t-test was performed on school means of Title students ill

Apri1,1975, versus school means of Title I students in the
third grade in Apri1,1974. The difference between the 1974
average of 55.07 and t e 1975 average of 56.70 was' not

statistically signifi nt (t=i1.11,df=14,:p1 .10).

C. LEVEL OF ATTAINMENT(FOURTH GRADE): ACHIEVED

EVIDENCE:

A similar analysis was performed for fourth grade students.
The difference between the 1974 average 9f 54.16 and thej975
-average of 57.04 was statistically significaht (t=3.87,

af. 9, p(.01).

-Note: since the guidance component, to which this objective is
addressed, was actually the.same for both the Coordination
for More Effective Learning and the COmmunication Skills
components, the'data for all 16 schoole-ware pooled for
this analysis,

2. IMPROVED ATTITUDES TOWARD SCHOOL

Title I eligible students in third grade and fourth grades T
will demonstrate improved attitudes toward school, as indicated
bra statistically significant gain for a random sample of
students from Fall 1974 to Spring 1975 administrations of the

School Sentiment Index.

LEVEL OF AiTAINMENT: NOT ACHIEVED

EVIDENCE:

The School Sentiment Index was adminilteied as a pre-test
in hbvember, 1974, and as' post-tat in April, 1975 to third
and'fourth grade Title I students. Average total scores

for students in this component were 26.6, respectively,
out of a total possible 37 points: A groups by trials
anqXysis_of variance based on class means revealed that there
was no statistically significant difference between the pre-

'and post-test avenues (F =2.43, with 1 and 27 df, pik10).

4,* ,39 51
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3. IMPROVED DOME SUPPORT

jhe extent to which Title I students are,supported in their_i
.learning,endeavors by persons in their homes will demonstrate

4a statistically significant improvement; as indicated by a

,-.gain.lai teachers' ratings from Spring 1974 to Spring 1975 and

by number of volunrere4 hours recorded each week on the Com-

munity Representatives report:

LEVEL OF ATTAINMENT: ACHIEVED

EVIDENCE:

Evidence relating to this objectiVe is weak due to a4ery.low
(107) rate 9f return on the questionnaires which wefeeent to
teachers in Mar, 1975. For those who did complete the-ques-
tionnaire, the average rating,-on the statement "Home support.
for the learning endeavors of the Title I' students in may

'classroom is very stong.7 was 2.24 (were 1 =Completely
Disagree and 5 = Completely Agree) in contrast to an average
of 2.47 for Spr4ng, 1974. A t-test on the difference between

the Spring, 1975 and the Spring, 1974 ratings revealed that

the 1975 ratings were actually lower than the 1974 ratings
(t =*-3.58, df = 140, p4:05).

OBJECTIVES FOR HAPPY TALK COMPONENT

1. INCREASED VOCABULARY

Titlea students, aged 2-4, will demonstrate an increased know-

ledge of vocabulary as measured by the- Peabody Picture Voca-

bulary Test.

'The Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test was administered to all
pre-school participants prior to the beginning of the program
in November, 1974, and the end of the program in May, 1975."

For the 54 children who haa valid scores on both pre-and. post
tests, the average IQ scores were respectively, 74.7 and 78.6.
A t-test for correlated observations indicated that this gain
was not statistically significant (t = 1.47, df = 0.10}.
However, separate t-tests for children form each of the four
school neighborhoods indicated significant gains for two .

groups and ho significant change foe the other two. This,

the objective' -was achieved foi children from two of the

neighborhoods, but not for children from the other two

neighborhoods.

LEVEL OF ATTAINMENT: NOT ACHIEVED

EVIDENCE:
.

wat
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24 'INCREASED CONTROL4OF SYNTAX .
_ .1.

,.
-,-

_TitIe.I students,. aged 2 -4, will demonstrate an increased con-'
trol of syntax from pre to post is measured TS Oral.Language

Production Test. ,. , .
. -

. . ,
. . . i

_ . .
. - ,

LEVEL OF AMAMI:MU ACHIEVED -
, .

.. EVIDENCE:

The EducationaltTesting Service Circus Test was administered
to all pre-school participants prior to the begihning of the
program in November,-19744 and at the mid of the'prggram in.

"May, 1975. The pre-test was generally too "difficult for'

most of the younge; children, as indicated by a lack of- ,-
scorable_test protobols.from 49 of 78 (637) childreetested4

.. For the 29 children who had valid scores on both pre-and post
tests, theaverage scores on Part II of thetest were 15.0
35.0r respectively: A t-test for observations

indicated that this gain was statistically significant (t = 6.85,
df = 28, p(01). Although separate t-tests did reveal that
gains were significant at aLl four schools, differencestamong
schools were subatantial,-and in the same order as for the Peabody
Picture Vocabulary Test.

3. 'INCREASED KNOWLEDGE OF BASIC CONCEPTS

$

4

Eitle I students, aged 2-4, will demonstrate an increased
knowledge-of basic concepts by scoring a 10% gain on a "pre-
post test administration of the Kindergarten Screening Test;

LEVEL OF ATTAINMENT: ACHIEVED

Evidence relating to this objective is limited, since only the
oostrtest scores are available, 'Using normative data available
from 'the standardization study of pre - school dhildren for this
instrument, which was conducted'in May, 1974, it was found that
the average score of 14.4 for Mexican - American children in

-1114-Ppy, Talk was signifIcantly higher than the average of,11.7
for Mexican- American children in the normative sample (t,4! 12,51,_
df ii113:Ap<01), while the-average of-12.7 for Black children
'inliappy Talk was not significantly different thm the average
of 13.5 for Black children in the normativesample (t = 1.62,
df = 49, fr).:05). 41n light of the fact that-the Happy Talk
group includes many children whoare lesd than fair years old,

, while the normative sample included, *only. children who Would
be eaterid4 kindergarten in the fall; it does appear that
perfarmapc'e of the Happy Talk participants is higher than what

'would normally be expected':



INCREASED PARENT TIME WITH CHILDREN .

-Parents' 'ratings of the time spent regding and playing with

their children show an increase from pre to post by 20%
.-

T

.' as ateasured-2.0y,a Parent Survey. . .

'
-.0 .,-

.
,fiEVEL OF AlITAIIVENTt DATA NOT AVAILABLE

. .

O

A supplemental,reportWillsbe submitted alsoon

I.as all Parent Questionnaires have been returned;

4,

5. INCREASED PARENT SUPPORT OR LEARNING OBJECTIVES

_.- \.- **

t 64 ,

. Parental _support (for tile liaring objectLves.of Project sappy
Talk). will demonstrate e 10%,improviMent from Fall of 1974 to

Spring of 1975 as determined by a Parent Survey.
I

t.

.

.

a .

9

`j LEVEL OF ATTAINMENT: DATA NOT AVAILABLE

-A:supplemental report will be submitted as soon

as all Parent questionnaires hire been returned.

- N.
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OVERVIEW OF OBJECTIVES

0

4

COMPONENT: COORBINAITDN FOR MORE ERRECT/VE LEARNING OF LANMAGE SKILLS'

OBJECTIVES ACHIEVEMENT

IMPROVED KNOWLEDGE OF BASIC CONCEPTS'

IMPROVED INOWLEDGBOF VOCABULARY (FIRST
.

IMPROVED KNOWLEDGE OF VOCABULARY (SECOND

IMPROVED J1WWTIEDGE QF VOCABULARY (THIRD

.,IMPROVED KNOWLEDGE OF VOCABULARY (FOURTH GRADE)

IMPROVED READING,COMPREHENSION (FIRST GRADE)

.IMPROVE);READING COMPREHENSION (SECOND GRADE)

IgPROtED READING COMPREHENSION (WM GRADE)

IMPROVED READING Cid:PREHENSION (FOURTH GRADE)

IMPROVED SELF-CONCEPT (KINDERGARTEN)

IMPROVED SELF - CONCEPT (THIRD GRADE)

'IMPROVED SELF-CONCEPT (FOURTH.GRADE)W

21PROVED ATTITUDE TOWARD scaom,

YES

YES

YES

NO

YES .

YES

YES

YES

NO

YES
I

NO'

INCREASED- ATTENDANCg RATES YES

-MRS A..1,PROYRIAtE INST'RUCTICSAL MATERIALS

'GREATER HamE SUPPORT Fa LE IG NO

4
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COMMUNICATION SEELLS

OBJECTras -ACHIEVEMENT

snosiumt. OF BASIC CONCEPTS YES

'IMPitOVED 1310SILBDGE OF VOCABULARY (FIRST GRADE) NO

IMPROVED EllOWLEDGE OF VOCABULARY (SECOND GRADE) YES

'MOVED INOratixp OF VOCABULARY (THIRD GRADE) YES

IMPROVED OF VOCABULARY (FOURTH GRADE) YES

IMPROVED READING COMPREHENSION (FIRST -GRADE)

IMPROVED SELF-CONCEpT_ (P01=11 GRADE)

/XPRDVED ATTITUDE TOWARD SCHOOL
#

GREATER HOME SUPPORT FOR LEARNING-

No

YES*

YES

YES,

YES

19YES

2KNT: HAPPY TALI

OBJECTIVES

AciiLvEmtkr

INCREASED VOCABULARY

INCREASED CONTROL OF SYNTAX

INCREASED XNOWLEDGE OP BASIC CONCEPTS

INCREASED PARENT TIM

INCREASED PAPIINT SUPPORT

NO

YES

YES

DATA NOT AVAILABLE

DATA NOT.:AVAILABLE



At
premise of the AISD CIPO evaluation model is that there exist

critical -relationships among program context, inputs, processes, and
outcomes such that the degree of attaimment of outcome objectives is in
large measure predictable from the context and the degree of imp/ementa-

Lion -of inputp and processes. The relatiafiships are not perfect, to be

sure. Otten a iptlowell implemented prograg will not achieve the desired
outcomes, and occagionally a progtam Will achieve its outcome objectives
with little or to evidence that the pro am actually existed. Nonetheless,

-the'search for,' and the validation of, terrelationships,among program

variables is one of the aspects of ev tion which has great potential
for finding out why programed9 or do not work and for suggesting modifi-
cations leading'to their improvement.

INTERRELATIONSHIPS

1'

Presented in this chapter are results of studies of intigglationships
which have been completed to date. The search for interrelationships
is a contimuing,one, involving not just data collected during one project
year, but including multi-year investigations of program characteristics

which lead to successful performance. '

. .11
. et,

Relatibnships Between Achievement and Inputs

The first area of investigation involves the relationships among

certain school-level variablesand average_student gains in-reading

achievement. In order to do this It was necessary to define some

single measure of reading gain such that one measure would reasonably

= describe the gain for students in a given school. The measure to be

used here it the average grade equivalent.gain of title I students on

the CAT Reading Total scale across second and third grades. First

grade achievement was not used because there was no pie-test against

, A *Lich to measure gftins of students; fourth grade achievement was not

.'used because Title I. did not vg fourth grade in all schools, so --

that fourth grade achieveme were not available for all schools.

The gain's 'were averaged across the two grade levels inthe 15 schools

. which served second and third grades in order to provide a single measure

which -might be more reflective of effecta.of a given

school than would gaini for either grade separately.
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The input variables used are the average Title I per pupil expenditure

for each school and the ratio of"Title I students to Title I instructional

personnel of each campus. The per 'pupil expehditure is based, on

actual costs directly traceable to each school and does not incluie

costs of program administration or evaluation. The ratio of.studahts

to instructional adults is based on the number of students served and

the .total number bf Title I instructional staff, including Legraing

4bOrdinators, Reading Teachers,. and Instructional Aides, but not Guidance

Counselors, and Community Representatives. The actual data, are presented

in Table 15 .

The analysis consisted of computing Spearman-rank correlation coefficients'

for each of the variables witliteaCh of the other variables. This

statistic provides an indication of the extent to which two variables

are related. Like the more commonly usedlearabn Product-Moment
4-coefficient, the Spearman Rank Correlation Coefficient has A possible

range of -1.00 to 41:00, with zero indicating no relationihip and valued
approaching 41:00 and -1.00 indicating strong positive and negative

4 relationships, respectively. The Spearq04 Coeffinient was used in this

case becaule of the extreme values of both achievement, gain and per

rttipp. -expenditure which occurret Math school. The Pearson -

4coefficient in this case would 'Rive result din a somewhat inflated

estimate of the degree of relationship.

The racks of the different schools on thead different variables, and

the rank correlation coefficients are reported in Table 164.*

indicated in Table 16, there are significant positive relationships

between the achievement gain measure and the two input measures for

these fifteen schools. That.is, with more money spelt per student,

and with rOore instructional staff available per student, thaFe were

increasing achievement gains. Some caution must be,exercise4 however,

si ce correlation does not necessarily mean causation. It is worthy of

e, however, that there 1,p a relationship between money sprint in

hob' and achievement gains of the students served:

Relati ships Between Outcomes and Processed

An area that may prove to be one of the most fruitful areas of in-

vestigation.is that of the effects of classroom processes on students.

Some limite4--Atudies in this area have been completed. A larger study

of relationships between classroom pfocess and achievement could not .

be4completed due to delays in processing the spring test scores.

One study which has been completed involved obtaining correlations
--
of

the Systematic'Classroom Observation Scale scores from Title I kinder-

gaften classrooms with pre and post-tese'scores on the Boehm Test of

sic_Concepts aulthe Primary Self-Concept Test. Unfortuna y, noliii
gnificant relationships between the observation and the ou c mea-

sures were found. the failure to find significant relationships marbe

due to a very small sample size. Complete observati and tcome data.

were available for only 30 kindergarten alassrooms.A eov r,,the time

which d f ures were taken may hay e., tfd the relationship;

I
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.
Average CAT Reading Total .Score Gaini for Secon and Third

Grades, Aveiage Per Pupil Expenditures;
Ratio of Students to Title I Instructional S

On Fifteen Campuses
co

V

School

Average
Gain

Averige
Per Pupil
Expenditures

Ratio of Students
to Instructional

Staff .

Blackshear .52 $201 54/1

Brooke .65 197 57/1

Ortega .72 214 53/1

Zavala .76 t93 55/1

4

Allison .57 192 56/1

'Becker .56 228_
. _

56/1

Campbell .77

....---#

212 51/1

Govalle /
,

.65
,
203 63/1

Maplewood .61 ' 204 111/1

Mathews 1.18 373 26/1

Metz .58 180 , 68/1

Norman .6.4. 144 229/1'Oak Springs .67 283 46/1

Palm .74 +229 a 59/1
,

Sins .55 132 155/1

Note: Rosewood School does not appear in thistable because it has
no second or third grade.
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Table 16

,

Ranks and Correlations Among Ranks of Schools on Average Reading Gain,

Per Pupil Expenditure, and Student to Staff Ratio

.

-

School

Average
Gain

.
.

.

.

Per Pupil
Expenditure

Ratio of
Studentsto
Instructional

Staff

Blackshear 15 9 5

Brooke - 7

.

10
.

9

Ortega 5 5 4

.

Zavala 3

.

11
. .

,

,

6

Allison 12 12 ' 7.5 .

Becker 13 4 _ 7.5

-- Campbell 2 : 6 3

Govalle 8 8 11

Maplewood 10 7 13

.

A.c 14,a ews 1 1 1 .

24etz ' . 11 13, 12

Nam man 9 14 15

Oak Srinv 6 2 . 2.

l' alra N 4 3

.

10 ,ks

.

Sims 14 15

.

.

_
14

.

Correlation of gain with expenditure = .53*
Correlation of gain with,Student/Staff Ratio mi:51.*

Correlation of Expenditure with Student/Staff Ratio = .68**

*p < . 05
**It< 91 60
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The post-It

claim
priceded
that -furth

else o pr
to report

t on the Boehm was given in Zanuary; before observatidns

`started. Thus the.- critertom variable actually

ediction variables in this case. Although it is hoped

reveal some relationships between kindergarten-
students outcomes, there is nothing significant
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